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Introduction
Innovation refers to the series of steps organizations take
to transform ideas into improved products, services, or
processes, as a way of competing to differentiate
themselves in the marketplace (Baregheh et al., 2009).
Up to this point, innovation studies have been primarily
concerned with innovations that mainly emanate from
research and development (R&D) departments.
Recently, the roles of ordinary employees in innovation
processes have become a focal point in innovation
literature (Aasen et al., 2012; Deslee & Dahan, 2018;
Voxted, 2018). It has become imperative to regard all
employees, irrespective of their role or capacity, as the
“innovation capital” or asset of every organization
(Kesting & Ulhøi, 2010). As a result, organizations today
expect more creativity, innovation, and involvement
from employees in the rapidly changing business
environment. This has led to a focus on the potential of
ordinary employees as contributors to innovation (Price
et al., 2012; Wihlman et al., 2014; Engen & Magnusson,
2015).
R&D-focused innovation in most companies has relied
on the assumption that innovation requires special skills
and should be restricted to a small group in the
organization that possess these skills (Harmaakorpi &
Melkas, 2012). Today, this assumption is no longer
tenable as previous studies have shown that all
employees have the potential to contribute to
innovation (Engen, 2016; Båckstrom & Lindberg, 2018;
Renkema, 2018). Employee-Driven Innovation (EDI) is a
construct that describes an innovation emanating from
employees who are not overtly required to do so
(Høyrup, 2010; Kesting & Ulhøi, 2010). Specifically, it
refers to new ideas that are initiated and driven by
ordinary employees well beyond their regular duties
(Wihlman et al., 2014; Xin, 2016; Holmquist & Johansson,
2019). On this basis, EDI is described as an extra role
behaviour (Buhl, 2018; Renkema, 2018) that begins at the
job task and worker level (Høyrup, 2012). What this
suggests is that employees who get involved in EDI are
merely acting on their own free will. They are innovators,
so they innovate at their place of work. It is on this basis
that Alasoini (2013) argued that the starting point for EDI
is an employee’s internal desire for creativity, learning,
and development based on what De Spiegelaere and
Gyes (2012) described as direct participation in the
innovation process.
As stated above, EDI revolves around individuals who
decide to accept and take on roles outside of their
officially allotted duties. We thus require a better
understanding of the factors that motivate individuals to
participate in this kind of extra role behaviour.
Specifically, this paper focuses on self-leadership, the
The purpose of this paper is to link individual-level factors (such as need for autonomy, self-
leadership, and perceived job autonomy) to employee-driven innovation with self-leadership as an
indirect link. The study is based on survey data of 315 employees in the banking sector, collected in
two waves where the variables were separated in time. The hypothesized model was analysed using
a structural equation model on Stata. First, it was found that the need for autonomy had an indirect
association with employee-driven innovation through self-leadership. Second, the findings show
that self-leadership had a positive relationship with employee-driven innovation. Finally, there was
no support found for the moderating role of perceived job autonomy between self-leadership and
employee-driven innovation. The findings in this paper are important because they identify
individual-level antecedents of employee-driven innovation.
Employees at all levels of the organization are perceived as innovation
capital or innovation assets.
Kesting and Ulhøi (2010)
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need for autonomy, and perceived job autonomy in
relation to EDI. Perceived job autonomy may not be
considered among individual factors such as the need
for autonomy and self-leadership. However, the
perception of job autonomy by individual employees
will depend on their own personal interpretation. This
implies that different employees will recognise the same
job and its level of job autonomy differently. Research
shows that individual-level factors are essential in
predicting organizational performance (Kim, 2005). In
this paper, it is argued that the presence, perception,
and interpretation by employees of these three
mentioned factors serves as a form of motivation,
whereby employees are encouraged to engage in EDI.
Nevertheless, up to the present time individual-level
antecedents to EDI have not been previously
investigated. Therefore, this paper aims to examine the
association between individual-level factors and EDI.
Self-leadership refers to the process through which an
individual acquires and develops self-influence to
achieve self-direction and self-motivation skills that are
necessary to perform effectively in the workplace (Manz,
1992; Stewart et al., 2011; Amundsen & Martinsen, 2015).
The need for autonomy and perceived job autonomy
looks at autonomy from various perspectives. Perceived
job autonomy is related to the job characteristic model
and comes across more as an external type of autonomy
driven by workplace conditions (Hackman & Oldham,
1975; Parker et al., 2017). Alternatively, the need for
autonomy is considered as a basic need according to
self-determination theory, suggesting more of an
internal type of autonomy tied to the characteristics of
individual employees (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Deci & Ryan,
2008b).
Accordingly, this paper makes the following
contributions. First, this study empirically links
individual-level factors to employee-driven innovation,
thereby deepening and extending our understanding of
the central role of individual factors when it comes to
EDI. Second, through the positive association between a
need for employee autonomy and self-leadership, this
paper provides further empirical evidence of this
relationship and extends it to EDI. In this regard, it
further demonstrates a positive relationship between
self-leadership and EDI. Additionally, self-leadership
acted as an indirect link between the need for autonomy
and EDI.
The rest of this article is structured as follows. The next
section focuses on key constructs in this study, and
builds the argument for setting up the research model
and hypotheses. The research methodology section
follows this. Next, the results are presented, and finally,
the discussion and conclusions.
Theory and Hypotheses
Need for autonomy and self-leadership
Self-determination theory (SDT) is conceived as a
macro-level theory of human motivation that addresses
issues such as personality development, self-regulation,
and universal psychological needs (Deci & Ryan, 2008b).
SDT centres around differentiation between
autonomous motivation and controlled motivation, and
suggests that these two types of motivations are different
with respect to both their underlying regulatory
processes and their accompanying experiences (Deci &
Ryan, 2008a). Furthermore, SDT suggests that
behaviours are characterized depending on whether
they are shaped by autonomous versus controlled
motivation (Gagné & Deci, 2005). Individuals who are
autonomously motivated, experience volition in action,
whereas those who are control motivated instead
experience pressure to think and behave in a specific
way (Deci & Ryan, 2008b). In line with this, Yun, Neck,
Cox, and Sims (2006) defined the need for autonomy as
“a trait, predisposition, or an individual difference
variable that refers to a personal need or eagerness to
express one’s initiative in doing one’s job”, while Norris
(2008) defined it as “a person’s desire to engage in
activities of his or her choosing”.
Self-leadership is about the influence one exerts over
oneself to achieve self-motivation and self-direction,
contingent on behaving in desirable ways (Manz, 1992;
Neck & Manz, 1996; Carmeli et al., 2006; Yun et al., 2006).
It is rooted in several inter-related theories of self-
influence, including self-regulation, self-control,
intrinsic motivation, and self-management (Houghton &
Neck, 2002; Carmeli et al., 2006; Neck & Houghton, 2006;
Yun et al., 2006). This combination of theories is in
contrast to conventional top-down leadership
approaches, in which a single leader or a group of
leaders aims to influence and control their work
subordinates through certain behaviours and actions
(Carmeli et al., 2006; Houghton et al., 2014). Instead,
through self-leadership, individuals develop the
requisite skills to enable their intrinsic motivational
abilities to shine forth, instead of merely relying on their
leaders for this (Williams, 1997). Self-leadership at work
is thus an acknowledgement that even when employee
behaviours are shaped by external forces such as
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H1: There is a positive relationship between the need
for autonomy and self-leadership.
EDI and self-leadership
EDI refers to the generation and implementation of new
ideas by ordinary employees who are not formally
assigned the task of innovation (Høyrup, 2012).
Empirical evidence no longer upholds the view that only
specific individuals or groups dominate creative
thinking (Høyrup, 2012; Haapasaari et al., 2017;
Bäckström & Bengtsson, 2019 ). However, the notion of
EDI focuses on the participation of ordinary employees
in the company’s innovation process. First, EDI
indicates that innovative ideas can come from those
outside of a selected group of employees with non-
innovation specific roles. Instead, innovation could
emerge from the insights of employees within the
organization, such as customer-facing employees, shop-
floor workers, and middle managers, among others
(Kesting & Ulhøi, 2010; Xin, 2016). Second, employees
who engage in EDI perform extra-role behaviours
because they engage in duties not formally assigned to
them. Third, it shows that employees who always have
been primarily involved in the execution of ideas can
also generate, and/or select the most suitable ideas as
well (Xin, 2016).
Innovations are typically described as complex
procedures, consisting of a variety of different activities
(Kesting et al., 2015). Previous studies have suggested
that various stages of innovation belong to different
domains of an organization. The ideation phases mostly
occurs at the individual level, whereas the
implementation phase occurs at the organizational level
(Axtell et al., 2000). Accordingly, Echebiri, Engen, and
Amundsen (Forthcoming, 2020) stated that EDI consists
of three encompassing dimensions, namely: the
emergence of and search for ideas, idea generation, and
idea development and implementation. The emergence
of and search for ideas along with idea generation, occur
at the individual level. In contrast, idea development
and implementation occur at the team or organizational
level. The team’s importance shows, as argued by Smith,
Ulhøi, and Kesting (2012), that to successfully drive
forward an idea implies that employees are involved
throughout the process. Therefore, ordinary employees
are enabled to be actively involved throughout the three
phases of EDI.
Several studies have shown the positive effects of self-
leadership on work outcomes (e.g. Neck, DiLiello, &
Houghton, 2006; Stewart et al., 2011), and emphasized
its importance for the innovation process (e.g. Gomes,
hierarchical leadership in a company, they are ultimately
controlled by forces internal to individual employees
(Stewart et al., 2011).
Literature shows over time that three distinct but
complementary cognitive and behavioural strategies of
self-leadership have emerged. They are, namely:
behaviour-focused strategies, natural reward strategies,
and constructive thought pattern strategies (Carmeli et
al., 2006; Houghton et al., 2012). Together these make up
the construct of self-leadership (Houghton et al., 2012;
Houghton & Neck, 2002). Behaviour-focused strategies
imply strategies that are aimed at increasing self-
awareness, leading to greater management of
behaviours (Manz, 1992), such as self-observation, goal
setting, self-rewarding, self-correcting feedback and
practice. (Carmeli et al., 2006; Houghton & Neck, 2002).
The natural reward strategies in contrast focus on
positive experiences associated with a task and the
process through which it is achieved. Finally,
constructive thought pattern strategies involve
visualizing successful performances, engaging in
positive self-talk, and raising consciousness about
beliefs and assumptions needed to change dysfunctional
thinking (Houghton & Neck, 2002).
Even though self-leadership and the need for autonomy
are closely related, the need for autonomy at work is a
latent trait, while self-leadership is a manifestation of a
person’s overall level of self-control (Yun et al., 2006).
Self-leadership is influenced by the need for personal
autonomy and helps motivate autonomous action
(Norris, 2008). As Deci and Ryan (2008b) suggested, the
need for autonomy is seen as an essential element of
individualism, where taking personal responsibility is
also crucial for self-leadership. Norris (2008) argued that
employees who possess a personal need for autonomy
appear to be more likely to take responsibility,
participate in decision making, and practice self-
leadership strategies.
Empirical studies have complemented theory to suggest
a link between the need for autonomy and self-
leadership. For example, Yun et al. (2006) found that an
individual’s perceived need for personal autonomy can
subsequently determine the extent to which that
individual engages in self-leadership. This is attributable
to the fact that such employees are better able to make
their own choices, act independently, and take action on
certain decisions (Norris, 2008).
Based on the above arguments, the following hypothesis
is proposed:
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(Yun et al., 2006). Considering what actually happens in
social reality regarding innovation, the mediation of self-
leadership should be expected only to be partial.
H4: Self-leadership partially mediates the relationship
between need for autonomy and EDI.
The moderating role of perceived job autonomy
Job autonomy is defined as “the degree to which the job
provides substantial freedom, independence, and
discretion to the employee in scheduling the work and in
determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out”
(Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Based on the job
characteristics model (JCM), job autonomy emerges as
one of the five job characteristics that make a job more
satisfying (Humphrey et al., 2007; Parker et al., 2017).
Also, it is one of the four sub-dimensions of
psychological empowerment (Spreitzer, 1995). Unlike
the need for autonomy earlier discussed, perceived job
autonomy is a more global concept, one that touches
upon almost all aspects of a job (Kuvaas et al., 2016). At
the core of job autonomy is the notion of perceived
control concerning one’s job (Ng & Feldman, 2014). That
is to the extent to which employees have the freedom to
make decisions and carry out their tasks with less
supervision (Morrison et al., 2005; Smith et al., 2012).
When a workplace environment offers higher autonomy,
it implies that employees have significant freedom and
discretion on how to plan and execute their job tasks
(Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). Having a higher level of
job autonomy means that employees assume greater
responsibility for their own decisions and initiative, thus
depending less on their supervisors (Hackman &
Oldham, 1975; Yun et al., 2006). As argued by Spector
(1986), the extent that employees believe they can have a
considerable impact on their work environment will
influence how they react to it. On the contrary, lack of
job control has been suggested to result in a sense of
lower personal accomplishment (Kim & Stoner, 2008).
Axtell and Parker (2003) argued that giving employees
more autonomy in their job encourages employees to go
beyond their assigned roles and responsibilities.
In their meta-analysis of 415 empirical samples, Ng and
Feldman (2014) observed that job autonomy was
positively and significantly related to a wide variety of
positive work outcomes that cut across sectional and
longitudinal designs. Dhar’s (2016) study shows that job
autonomy, as a moderator, strengthened the
relationship between leadership and innovative
behaviour. In a recent study, Kurz, Husig, and Dowling
(2018) found that job autonomy had a positive
Curral, & Caetano, 2015; Neck et al., 2006). Carmeli et al.
(2006) found that self-leadership was positively
associated with both self and supervisor ratings of
innovative behaviours. Carmeli et al. (2006) suggested
that people who possess good self-leadership qualities at
the same time know how to achieve high levels of self-
direction and self-motivation. The outcome is that these
individuals can learn to lead themselves and others. In
their study, Neck et al. (2006) suggested that individuals
with strong self-leadership are more likely to consider
themselves as more creative and innovative, unlike those
with weak self-leadership. According to Neck and Manz
(1996), applying self-leadership strategies may result in
several predictable outcomes such as creating a
tendency towards creativity and innovation. Prussia,
Anderson, and Manz (1998) described self-leadership as
a vital foundation for an organization. Neck et al. (2006)
argued that employees who possess high levels of self-
leadership are more likely to achieve higher innovation
and creative potential than employees who are low in
self-leadership. Since behaviour-focused strategies
increase self-awareness through such things as self-
observation and natural reward strategies, potential
exists for promoting a positive experience concerning
one’s task. Consequently, self-leadership is crucial for
employees in order to help initiate and drive company
innovation. This likely means promoting extra-role
behaviour by individuals at work, as well as positively
encouraging EDI.
Based on the above, this study states the following
hypothesis:
H2: There is a positive relationship between self-
leadership and EDI.
Need for autonomy and EDI
Building on the previous argument regarding the need
for personal autonomy along with EDI, this paper argues
that employees with a higher need for autonomy are
more inclined to engage in EDI. Thus, the following
hypothesis is stated:
H3: There is a positive relationship between the need
for autonomy and EDI.
The mediating role of self-leadership
The mediating role of self-leadership is not a new
mechanism in the literature (Amundsen & Martinsen,
2015). However, this paper proposes that the
relationship between the need for autonomy and EDI
are mediated by self-leadership. As previously stated,
self-leadership is an actual manifestation of self-control
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Survey instruments
The study used a survey-based approach and
respondents were asked to rate the questions on a five-
point Likert scale ranging from “1 - strongly disagree to 5
- strongly agree.”
EDI
EDI was measured based on a 13-item scale developed
by (Echebiri, Engen, & Amundsen, in press). The scale
consists of the following three sub-dimensions:
Emergence and search for ideas (four items), idea
generation (three items), and idea development and
implementation (six items). Sample items include
emergence and search for ideas (“I recognize when there
is an opportunity for improvement with a practice”),
idea generation (“I come up with creative ideas that
might improve the daily work”), and idea development
and implementation (“When a developed idea is put into
practice, it becomes part of the routine”). The reliability
for EDI was .70.
Perceived job autonomy
Three items were adopted from the work design
questionnaire (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). The items
were: “The job gives me good opportunities to take
personal initiatives or consider how to do the work”,
“The job allows me to make my own decisions”, and “I
have great freedom of decision in my work”. Cronbach’s
alpha was .77
Self-leadership
The items were adopted from the abbreviated self-
leadership questionnaire (Houghton et al., 2012). The
scale comprises of three dimensions with each
dimension measured with three items. The dimensions
were: Behaviour Awareness & Volition (I establish
specific goals for my own performance), Task Motivation
(I visualize myself successfully performing a task before I
do it), and Constructive cognition (Sometimes I talk to
myself, out loud or in my head, to work through a
difficult situation). The factor reliability coefficient of
self-leadership was .73.
Need for autonomy
Three items were adopted from Yun (2006). The items
include: “I would find solutions to my problems at work
without consulting my supervisor”, “I would make
decisions on my own initiative without involving my
supervisor”, and “I would collaborate with other
employees at my level to accomplish tasks without
involving my supervisor”. Cronbach’s alpha was .80.
relationship with innovative behaviour. Previous studies
show that perceived job autonomy is most crucial at the
individual level, especially for the ideation stages.
Employees who worked in a high task-autonomy work
environment were found to have generated more
creative ideas (Zhou, 1998). Smith et al. (2012) proposed
that autonomous work structures are positively related
to employee-driven idea generation. Consequently,
when a job or “position” is designed in a manner that
provides employees with high levels of autonomy, it will
likely result in increased opportunities for EDI.
Based on this, the following hypothesis is proposed:
H5: Perceived job autonomy will moderate the
relationship between self-leadership and EDI, such
that this relationship will be stronger with higher
perceived job autonomy, and weaker with lower
perceived job autonomy.
Method
Data for this study was collected from employees
working in the Norwegian banking sector, which is
dominated by a few very large commercial banks, some
regionally based and several small savings banks spread
across the country (Cook, 2018). The bank was chosen
because of its focus on innovation-driven by its
employees. The survey was designed on an online
platform called Nettskjema. Following research
cooperation between the research team and the
organization, the link to the survey was sent to an HR
person in the organization, who then distributed the
survey to the employees within the scope of the study.
To help minimize the effect of common method
variance, which arises from self-report surveys (Chang et
al., 2010), two ex-ante remedies were applied as
recommended (Chang et al., 2010; Podsakoff et al.,
2003). The variables were separated in time by collecting
data in two waves. Self-leadership and need for
autonomy were measured at time 1 (T1) whereas EDI
and perceived job autonomy were measured at time 2
(T2). There was a time lag of 10 days between T1 and T2.
Second, the items were counterbalanced in their order.
A total of 715 employees received the survey. At T1, 443
completed the survey, while 377 participated at T2. After
linking respondents who completed both T1 and T2,
there was a usable sample of 315 respondents
representing a response rate of 44 percent. Table 1
shows the description of the respondents.
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Data analysis
Structural equation modelling (SEM) was performed
with Stata version 15.1 using a maximum likelihood
estimation. The analyses were carried out in four major
steps. First, the measurement model was validated using
a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Next, the analysis
proceeded with the structural model, as recommended
in previous studies (Acock, 2013; Mehmet & Jakobsen,
2017). SEM was performed based on the measurement
model to estimate the fit of the hypothesized model to
the data. Next, the analysis of the indirect effect was
performed on Stata. Finally, the moderation analysis was
performed using SPSS version 25.
Results
The means, standard deviations and latent bivariate
correlations for all the variables included in the present
study are reported in Table 2.
Measurement model
The measurement model consisted of one first-order
construct (the need for autonomy), and two-second
order constructs that had multiple indicators (self-
leadership and EDI). Perceived job autonomy was not
included because the moderation was performed
separately, as previously stated. The model indicated a
good fit [ 2(243) = 395.29; CFI = .93; TLI = .92; RMSEA=
.05; SRMR = .06]. The average variance extracted that
was used to gauge construct validity did not reveal any
problems. With a satisfactory measurement model, the
next step was to test the structural model.
Hypotheses testing
Since H1, H2, and H3 were based on the bivariate
relationships, the hypotheses were tested based on
latent variable correlations obtained in Table 1. H1
suggested a positive association between the need for
autonomy and self-leadership. This hypothesis was
Table 1. Respondents profile (N = 315)
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Table 2.Descriptive statistics and latent variables correlations
supported (r = .16, p < .05). H2 postulated a positive
relationship between self-leadership and EDI. This
hypothesis was also supported by the data (r = .71, p <
.001). H3 suggested a positive relationship between the
need for autonomy and EDI, but was not supported (r =
.12, p < .ns). H4 proposed that the relationship between
the need for autonomy and EDI is mediated by self-
leadership. This mediation hypothesis was not
supported because of the non-significant relationship
between need for autonomy and EDI. However, with
significant relationships between need for autonomy
and self-leadership (H1), as well as between self-
leadership and EDI (H2), this satisfied the conditions for
an indirect relationship in the data between need for
autonomy and EDI (Mathieu et al., 2008).
Test of the indirect effect
A test of the indirect effect was conducted based on a
structural model, which fit the data well. The test was
performed using Monte Carlo replications in Stata. The
number of Monte Carlo replications was set to 5,000.
The average indirect effect of the need for autonomy in
EDI through self-leadership was estimated to .10, SE =
.05, p < .05.
Moderation analyses
H5 suggested that perceived job autonomy would
moderate the relationship between self-leadership and
EDI, such that this relationship would be stronger when
there is higher perceived job autonomy, and weaker with
lower perceived job autonomy. To reduce the potential
for multicollinearity between lower-order and higher-
order terms, the variables were mean-centred. As shown
in Table 3, the data did not support the hypothesis.
The results of hypotheses testing are summarized in
Figure 1.
Supplementary analysis
A supplementary analysis was performed regarding the
relationship between self-leadership and the various
sub-dimensions (stages) of EDI. To remind, these are:
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Table 3.Moderation effects of perceived job autonomy
Figure 1. Complete hypothesized model included results of the hypotheses testing
the emergence and search for ideas, idea generation,
and idea development and implementation. This
structural model gave a mixture of acceptable and
nonacceptable fit indices. The modification indices were
used to check for areas of improvement, and indicated
allowing two pairs of error terms to correlate that
belonged to the same construct. The model improved
and indicated that the supplementary model was
satisfactory [ 2(181) = 314.01, p < .001; CFI = .94; TLI =
.92; RMSEA = .05; SRMR = .07]. It was found that self-
leadership had a positive relationship with emergence
and search for ideas ( = .71, p <. 001), idea generation (
= .54, p <. 001), and idea development and
implementation ( = .59, p <. 001).
Discussion
The main aim of this paper was to investigate how
individual-level variables (need for autonomy, perceived
job autonomy, and self-leadership) associate with EDI.
First, it was found that the need for autonomy had a
positive relationship with self-leadership, and an
indirect association with EDI through self-leadership.
Second, it was established that self-leadership has a
positive association with EDI. Contrary to the
hypotheses presented, there was no support for a direct
positive association between the need for autonomy and
EDI, and for the moderating role of perceived job
autonomy between self-leadership and EDI.
Additionally, the supplementary model indicated that
self-leadership has a positive relationship on all stages of
EDI.
The findings in this paper give additional support to
some earlier findings on relationships in management
research. The result of a positive correlation between the
need for autonomy and self-leadership agrees with
previous results (Yun et al., 2006). This implies that
employees who have more need for autonomy are likely
to be more motivated to lead themselves because such
people can express themselves at work, display positive
behaviours (Yun et al., 2006; Ng & Feldman, 2014), and
thereby increase the likelihood of becoming more
innovative and vice versa.
The positive relationship between self-leadership and
EDI is also in line with previous studies where self-
leadership was found to predict innovation (Neck et al.,
2006). However, this is the first empirical paper to
demonstrate a positive relationship between self-
leadership and EDI, as well as an indirect association
between the need for autonomy and EDI. Similarly, the
positive association between self-leadership and the
three phases of EDI (emergence and search for ideas,
idea generation, and idea development and
implementation) is also a crucial finding, as it links self-
leadership to both the individual and organizational
stages of EDI. Innovation literature suggests that
different stages of innovation belong to their respective
domains in the organization. For example, individual
behaviour such as idea generation belongs to the
individual level. In contrast, implementation phases
belong to the organizational, group, or team level (Axtell
et al., 2000).
These results, clearly underscore the central role of
individuals in initiating and driving the innovation
process. EDI is about ordinary employees participating
in the entire innovation process (De Spiegelaere & Gyes,
2012; Smith et al., 2012). This is because their
involvement is beyond mere ideation (Båckstrom &
Lindberg, 2018). Furthermore, it also brings to light a
new understanding that the development and
implementation of an innovative idea within the context
of EDI belongs to both the individual and organizational
domains. This is theoretically understandable because
employees on their own cannot implement innovation,
though they are involved in the process.
Therefore, it is safe to say that the supplementary
findings in this paper not only re-affirm our
understanding of innovation, but also extend this
understanding. As earlier stated in this section, the
moderating role of perceived job autonomy was not
supported by the data. Instead, self-leadership had the
same impact on EDI regardless of whether perceived job
autonomy is low or high. Nevertheless, despite the
design of this paper, it still suffers from the weaknesses
associated with a cross-sectional survey that has no real
causality.
Theoretical and practical implications
Based on these findings, the following implications can
be deduced. From a theoretical point of view, the various
implementation phases of an innovation process ideally
belong to the organizational domain (Axtell et al., 2000).
This paper brings a new perspective to that long-held
view. From the perspective of self-leadership studies,
this finding is not entirely surprising, as self-leadership
has been extended to the group level analysis (Stewart et
al., 2011). The finding suggests that EDI, as both a
process and an outcome, belongs to individual and
organizational domains. Idea development and
implementation require a level of self-leadership on the
part of employees that runs beyond resources and other
factors associated with the organizational domain. This
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